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PER CURI AM

Ronald Marriott appeals from the final judgnent of the District
Court?! for the Western District of Mssouri granting defendants sunmary
judgnent in this 42 U S. C. § 1983 action. For the reasons discussed bel ow,
we affirm

On January 21, 1992, Mssouri Division of Fami |y Services enpl oyee
Jody Starr received a hotline call stating Marriott's four-year-old
daught er showed signs of behavior typical of a child who had been sexually
abused, and the suspects included Marriott.

The Honorabl e Joseph E. Stevens, Jr., United States District
Judge for the Western District of M ssouri.



Starr called police officer Randy Strong for assistance in investigating
the allegation. Starr and Strong interviewed Marriott's daughter and wife.
Strong al so spoke with four caseworkers who had observed the daughter's
behavior at a wonen's shelter. On January 24, Starr told Strong that the
Marriotts had left their hone on the night of January 21 after their
interviews. On January 27, Strong |learned that the Marriott car was back
at the house and soneone was renobving itenms as if preparing to |eave

Strong contacted the prosecuting attorney, who told Strong to have the
Marriotts brought in on a twenty-hour investigatory hold. Marriott was
taken to the county jail and later posted bond; he was never charged. In
the course of subsequent divorce proceedings, the state court nmde a
finding that Marriott had sexually abused his daughter

Marriott filed the instant section 1983 action against, inter alia,
Starr and Strong, claimng that Strong wongly arrested himand fal sely
i mprisoned him and that Strong and Starr filed false reports agai nst him
which interfered with his relationship with his child. Marriott noved for
summary judgnment, and attached docunentation, including a deposition from
a psychol ogy professor who had reviewed the transcript of the daughter's
interview and criticized the interview techniques Starr and Strong had
used.

The district court concluded that Strong was entitled to qualified
immunity on the arrest claim because he reasonably believed probabl e cause
existed. The district court noted that before arresting Marriott, Strong
had sought and relied on advice and guidance from a social worker
specializing in children's issues, had observed the daughter, and had
obt ai ned advice fromthe prosecutor. The district court further held that
Strong had actual probable cause to arrest Marriott, and thus the
subsequent brief detention was not inproper. The district court also
concluded that Marriott's allegations that Strong and Starr interfered with
his relationship with his daughter did not



inplicate a constitutional right. The district court concluded Strong and
Starr were each entitled to qualified inmunity.

W agree with the district court that it was objectively reasonabl e
for Strong to believe he had probable cause to arrest Marriott, and that
he was thus entitled to qualified immunity. See Hunter v. Bryant, 502 U.S.

224, 227 (1991) (qualified immnity supported if reasonable officer could
have believed probabl e cause existed); Gorra v. Hanson, 880 F.2d 95, 97
(8th CGr. 1989). W al so agree that Marriott did not show the interviews
Strong and Starr conducted were so fundanentally flawed that it was

obj ectively unreasonable to believe that the resulting information, taken
together with the other information Strong possessed, gave Strong probable
cause to detain Marriott. W further agree that Marriott's arrest was
supported by probable cause under Mssouri law, see M. Rev. Stat. §
544,216 (1994), and thus no false inprisonnment claimli es.

To the extent Marriott raises a separate due process argunent, "an
i nperfect investigation without nore does not deprive the investigators of
qualified imunity." Mers v. Mrris, 810 F.2d 1437, 1460 (8th Cr.),
cert. denied, 484 U S. 828 (1987). W conclude that the interview were
not so outrageous as to offend the substantive conmponent of the Due Process
d ause. See Manzano v. South Dakota Dep't of Soc. Servs., 60 F. 3d 505, 513
(8th Cir. 1995). Further, the interview did not result in any other
deprivation of Marriott's constitutional rights. See DeCosta v. Chabot,
59 F.3d 279, 280 (1st Cir. 1995) (per curian) (no constitutional right to

be free fromchild-abuse investigation). Thus, we conclude the district

court correctly granted Starr and Strong sunmary judgnent on the basis of
qualified i mmunity.

Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
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